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ONE VOTE ONE VALUE BILL 2005 
Third Reading 

MR J.A. McGINTY (Fremantle - Minister for Electoral Affairs) [9.11 am]:  I move - 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [9.11 am]:  Before I begin my 
contribution, I inform the chamber that I am not the lead speaker for the opposition.   

The third reading of this legislation is very important to the people of regional Western Australia.  During this 
debate, the opposition has exposed a lot of things that certainly were not made available by the government prior 
to the election.  We have established that the bill is a misnomer.  It will not provide one vote, one value, which is 
particularly reflected by the fact that five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region will be retained.  During the 
second reading debate, I said that the Premier had obviously uttered untruths when he responded to a caller on 
the Liam Bartlett show because he said that the government was not considering coming back to Parliament 
before 22 May to discuss this legislation.  A great deception has been imposed on the people of Western 
Australia.   

A media statement released by the Premier when he was the Leader of the Opposition states that the Court 
government prostituted the legislative process by using the guillotine in both houses to ram a bill through the 
Parliament before the newly elected upper house members had taken their seats.  That is exactly what has 
happened in this situation.  He also stated that -  

To rush legislation through the Parliament while the Coalition still enjoys its majority would be 
immoral, opportunistic and insulting to the electorate.   

When he was the Leader of the Opposition, the Premier made a litany of attacks on the previous government 
because it chose to introduce its industrial relations legislation into Parliament.  The argument on this side of the 
house is that the government has no mandate to introduce this legislation.  As the debate has unfolded, it has 
been interesting to learn that the government is aware of how many members there will be in each of the new 
seats in the metropolitan area and how many members will be lost to regional Western Australia.  There has been 
chicanery with respect to the mining and pastoral seats.  The hypocrisy of the government became evident when 
its Electoral Redistribution Repeal Bill 2001 sought to remove one seat from the Mining and Pastoral Region on 
a population basis and place it into the fast-growing south west.  The government will now retain five seats in 
that region for political purposes.  The whole exercise of this bill has been political opportunism rather than 
delivering what is good for Western Australia or implementing the principle of one vote, one value.   

The bill establishes 41 seats in the metropolitan area and 16 seats in the country.  We have established as fact 
that a government could be formed in the city alone.  We on this side of the house question how that will best 
serve the people of this state given that roughly 80 per cent of the wealth of the state is generated in rural and 
regional Western Australia.  We put to the government a proposition for a referendum on this proposal.  The 
government decided during the election campaign to hold a referendum on retail trading hours on the whim of 
the Premier’s wife.  One would have thought that the fair representation of the people of Western Australia in 
this Parliament is a more important issue than retail trading hours and, therefore, should be decided in a 
referendum.  However, the government rejected that proposal.  The proposition that the bill go before a 
parliamentary select committee of both houses of Parliament has also been rejected by the government.  We have 
to ask: what does the government have to hide?   

The other issue that arose from this debate is the fact that there will be two new members of Parliament.  Was the 
electorate of Western Australia advised of this during the election campaign?  The answer is an emphatic no.  
Was the electorate of Western Australia also advised that if the government chose to pursue its legislation, seven 
seats from rural and regional Western Australia would be transferred to the metropolitan area?  If those seven 
seats, plus the two new members of the upper house and the two members of the Legislative Council, are 
transferred from the south west, there will be 11 new members of Parliament in the metropolitan area.  I made 
the observation during the second reading debate that people in the metropolitan area have not been clamouring 
for 11 new members of Parliament for the metropolitan area.  I challenge any member of this house to show me 
that that information was given to the public of Western Australia.   

If we have a situation in which, as we suspect, the Greens (WA) in the upper house will do the Premier’s bidding 
and do away with the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region, thereby bringing it back to three members in 
that area, eight members of Parliament will be transferred to the city in addition to the two new members of 
Parliament.  The south west currently has 11 seats, but it will be reduced to seven seats.  Those four seats will 
become a part of the metropolitan area.  Two of those seats from the south west will be upper house seats.  None 
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of this was made public during the election campaign.  New boundaries will be drawn up post 2007, and I 
suspect that the government has a great deal of knowledge of where those boundaries will be drawn.  If this 
legislation is passed, six of the seven seats that come from the country will be notionally Labor seats.  The 
properly elected people in this house - the members for Greenough, Merredin, Wagin, Murray, Capel, Stirling 
and Collie-Wellington, Collie-Wellington being a Labor seat - will be disfranchised.  I do not think that that was 
made public to the people of Western Australia.  Since considering the bill in the past week or so, we have 
calculated that the seats of six of our members of Parliament, many of whom have been members for a number 
of years, will disappear.  Changing legislation to remove members of Parliament is not a bad way for a party to 
entrench itself in government.  If that is democratic, I will eat my hat.   

We have established during this debate that city-based members of Parliament have very little knowledge of how 
rural and regional Western Australia works and that members from the metropolitan area have little sympathy 
for people in regional Western Australia.  To give an example, it seems to be the philosophy and feeling of 
members who support this bill that regional seats such as Albany, Bunbury and Geraldton, which have a large 
residential component, are exactly the same as residential seats in metropolitan Perth.  Nothing could be further 
from the truth.  In the case of Bunbury, Albany and Geraldton, the seats are major regional centres.  The local 
member of Parliament is intricately involved in decisions about ports, roads, infrastructure, hospitals and major 
educational facilities.  That is quite opposite from members in metropolitan Perth.  To compare a major regional 
centre - which, in the case of Bunbury, is the heart of the state’s south west region and is relied upon by many 
smaller towns - with a residential seat in downtown Victoria Park or Cottesloe is a fallacy.  For members to say 
in this place that seats based around major residential cities are exactly the same as residential seats in Perth is 
nonsense. 

I reside in the South West Region.  I have represented an electorate in that region for 16 years.  With the changes 
proposed, seven seats will remain out of the existing 11.  Consider that the major regional centres are Albany, 
Busselton, Bunbury and Mandurah.  That leaves three seats for the rest of the hinterland.  I will give the house an 
idea of how diverse those areas are when compared with a residential seat in metropolitan Perth.  The Warren-
Blackwood electorate contains 62 towns and localities, four local governments and 26 schools.  At last count, the 
Wagin electorate has 88 local suburbs and towns and 15 local governments.  To compare that with a residential 
seat in Perth and give it the same quotient of electors is another fallacy.  That is what is being rammed down the 
throats of people in regional and rural Western Australia and is being called fair by this government on the basis 
of one vote, one value.  If that is what the government calls one vote, one value, I will eat another hat - I have 
quite a few of them! 

A great fraud is being perpetrated on the people of Western Australia by this government.  The government was 
being deceptive in saying that it had no intention to recall Parliament between the election and 22 May, which is 
when the new Legislative Councillors take their place in Parliament.  The Premier said there was no intention 
whatsoever to bring back the Parliament; that the government was just concentrating on the election.  Like 
bloody hell it was!  In a very hypocritical and deceptive way this government set out to deceive the people of 
Western Australia and to bring in legislation that is, by any standard, political in nature rather than fair as regards 
equal representation.  As I said before, there is no such thing as equal representation.  If the number of electors 
for each seat were set today at 22 900 - which is the number I came up with - in the fast-growing areas of 
Rockingham, Wanneroo, Busselton and Mandurah, they will be out of kilter within months even with a 10 per 
cent plus or minus factor.  There is no such thing as one vote, one value.  We have already established in this 
Parliament that the Senate is vote weighted.  It has 12 seats for each state regardless of the size and population of 
the states.  We have also established during this debate that the House of Representatives is similarly established 
on a vote-weighting basis.  The population sizes of federal electorates are very diverse. 

Let us look at the other sphere of government of Western Australia; that is, local government.  The situation is 
exactly the same.  Will we have one vote, one value in local government in Western Australia?  Is that the next 
step by this government?  If so, there will be only four local governments in regional Western Australia.  The 
Cities of Wanneroo, Joondalup and Melville each have more than 90 000 people.  Are members aware of the 
populations of local governments in Western Australia?  I believe that the Shire of Murchison has 79 electors.  It 
is the size of the state of Victoria.   

Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I hear someone mumbling on the other side of the house.  When similar legislation came 
before the Parliament in 2001 from the Premier and the Minister for Electoral Affairs it was found that the 
process was illegal.  The Supreme Court of Western Australia and the High Court threw out the Labor Party’s 
proposition on the basis that voting should be fair in Western Australia.  There has to be a vote-weighting 
system, otherwise we will disfranchise people in rural Western Australia.  As I said previously, all the people of 
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Western Australia should enjoy the same resources that exist in downtown Victoria Park or a seat in the western 
or northern suburbs.  Members should visit the Cities of Wanneroo, Joondalup and Melville and see the 
resources that they alone enjoy as local governments.  That is not to mention the facilities that people enjoying in 
recreation, culture and the arts, and a whole range of sports.  People have the ability to attend an Australian 
Football League match by travelling only half an hour.  None of those things is available to people in rural and 
regional Western Australia.  A member mentioned during the debate that if people do not like being a member of 
Parliament or living in regional Western Australia, they should not do it.  The fact is that people live in regional 
areas, whether or not they like it.  I love living where I live.  I think it is a great place to live; it is God’s own 
country.  It is not a question of whether a country member of Parliament works harder or has to travel longer 
distances or whatever.  It is a question of constituents having access to their member of Parliament.  That is what 
this is about.  The other night I mentioned my travel arrangements.  I travel approximately 100 000 kilometres a 
year in either my electorate car or my own.  Travelling at 75 kilometres an hour equates to 55 days a year that I 
spend travelling in my car.  I am talking about 24-hour days.  Most of it is done at night; however, that is my 
truck.  If it were not me, it would probably be someone else.  It represents almost two months of the year when a 
member of Parliament is not accessible to his constituents.  Obviously, members of Parliament drive in the city 
as well.  As such, the total travelling time may be only a month and a half.  Nevertheless, the fact remains that 
that occurs.  It is not unusual for me to travel home on Thursday nights.  I generally always do; I get home 
around midnight.  I should not admit it in this place, but I have gone to sleep at least 200 times in the past 16 
years.  People may say that that is stupid.  The fact remains that I have a constituency to represent and I take 
doing so very seriously.  The downside of all this is that if I kill myself, it is neither here nor there, although my 
family will probably be a bit upset.  However, if I kill someone else or half-kill myself, that is a real problem 
because someone else will have to bear the burden.  Those are the sorts of decisions that country members of 
Parliament have to make.  I have arrived home at my farm from functions in the city at all times of the night - 
two, three, four or even five o’clock in the morning.  Then I have three hours sleep, and I might travel another 
200 kilometres.  They are the sorts of things that country members do.  I could stay an extra night in Perth.  It 
must be borne in mind that country members get resources, as determined by the Salaries and Allowances 
Tribunal, for overnight stays.  Country members get an allocation of nights to cover periods when they are more 
than 50 kilometres from their homes, and they get an allowance for staying in the city, but not for every night.  
Members also get allowances for air charter.  In the South West Region, members for the districts of Stirling and 
Warren-Blackwood receive $6 450 for air charter.  Members can imagine how much air charter that buys.  In the 
Agricultural Region, the amount is $15 550.  The district of Roe is in that region.  Members for the districts of 
Avon and Wagin receive the same as the member for Warren-Blackwood; that is, $6 450.  Members for the 
districts of Burrup, Kimberley and North West Coastal receive $19 350.  Members for the districts of Central 
Kimberley-Pilbara, Eyre, Murchison-Eyre, Ningaloo and Pilbara receive $28 400, and members in the Mining 
and Pastoral Region receives $28 400.  The reason for that is quite logical.  There are vast areas in those districts.  
I had some of the figures.  I have with me the Kimberley district profile.  It comprises an area of 239 000 square 
kilometres.  My electorate comprises something like 11 500 square kilometres.  However, in those large districts, 
members are required to fly from one area to another.  They also drive great distances, which again begs the 
question.  They spend many hours in their cars travelling between constituents.  Those constituents are not 
getting the same access to their member of Parliament as do people in downtown Perth.  It is an irrefutable fact.  
Yet this bill before this Parliament proposes to make all electorates the same, with a plus or minus 10 per cent 
variation.   

I will give the house an example.  The seats that are most disaffected are not the far-flung ones in the Kimberley 
and such places, where there are air services.  The seats that are most disaffected are the ones such as Collie-
Wellington - I cannot see the member for Collie-Wellington in the chamber - Wagin, Warren-Blackwood and 
Merredin, because there is no regular air service to those towns.  I am a member in the south west.  The minister, 
again very deceptively, said yesterday that the average area of electorates in the south west is only 3 000 square 
kilometres.  However, the fact of the matter is that four of those seats cover regional centres.  The majority of 
them are no more than 20 square kilometres.  Whether the minister did it deliberately or inadvertently, he again 
distorted the figures.  My electorate is a great deal larger than that.  It takes me at least two hours to traverse my 
electorate from north to south, and it takes roughly the same time to traverse it from east to west.  It takes the 
member for Wagin and members representing similar electorates a lot longer to traverse their electorates; 
likewise the member for Roe.  As I mentioned, the member for Roe receives $15 000 for air charter.  However, 
members should bear in mind that even on a 310, which is a five-seater plane, it costs $700 to fly one way from 
Perth to Manjimup.  If a member wants to go to Perth and back by plane, it costs $1 400.  I get about four and a 
half trips out of my allocation, if it is an urgent electoral matter.   

In how many metropolitan seats would members have to catch a plane to go somewhere in their electorate?  
None whatsoever.  They still get paid the same salary, but they may not receive the same allowances.  The 
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allowances that have determined by the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal are totally inadequate to properly 
service those country electorates.  However, that is another matter.  It is nothing to do with this legislation.  What 
is to do with this legislation is the fact that the government is perpetrating on the people of Western Australia a 
political stunt that will entrench a Labor government in Western Australia for a long time.  That is what it is 
about.  That is why members opposite are so cock-a-hoop about this legislation.  The government is perpetrating 
more than just a fraud on the public of Western Australia.  In the dying days of the election campaign, it 
promised to retain the Mining and Pastoral Region seats.  This bill allows the government to ignore issues about 
electorates comprising the same number of electors, plus or minus 10 per cent.  It allows the government to 
change the boundaries in the Mining and Pastoral Region to entrench those seats even further.  It is a real put-up 
job. 

I will try to explain what is happening.  The government proposes to retain the seats in the Mining and Pastoral 
Region.  Within those clauses is the ability to change the boundaries of those seats; in other words, create huge 
vote weighting, yet have no vote weighting for the rest of Western Australia, whether there are disadvantages, 
geographical issues, infrastructure issues or whatever.  Finally, we know full well that there is the possibility - 
time will tell the story - that the government has done a deal with the Greens (WA) to knock out the clause under 
which those seats will be retained in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  We will find out in the coming weeks.  
This whole issue has been a con on the people of Western Australia.  It was not explained to them during the 
election campaign.  I put it to the house that had the information that has come out in the past three days as a 
result of the debate on this legislation come out prior to the election, the Labor Party would have lost the election 
by a landslide.  Members opposite should know that in their heart of hearts.  Hopefully, two or three people on 
the other side will cross the floor.  Hopefully, somebody might even take the time to read this speech and will 
realise that there is no such thing as one vote, one value, that regional seats in Western Australia are different 
from residential seats in metropolitan Perth, and that those seats in the hinterland of regional Western Australia 
will certainly be disaffected.  Some of those seats will cover up to 30 or 40 vibrant towns, many of them regional 
centres, such as Narrogin, Katanning, Wagin, Manjimup, Bridgetown and so on - major subregional centres.  
That kind of structure cannot be compared with a residential seat in metropolitan Perth.  Therefore, to suggest to 
the people of Western Australia and to this Parliament that we will have a situation in Western Australia in 
which the seat of Victoria Park will have the same number of electors as that in the seat of Warren-Blackwood or 
some of the new hinterland seats is perpetrating a great lie on the people of this state. 

I am disgusted that this government is using its strength by way of its numbers to ram through legislation that 
will make sitting members of Parliament on the opposite side redundant.  In all my years in this Parliament I 
have never seen an act of Parliament being proposed that would defeat sitting members.  I repeat: the facts are 
that of the seven Assembly seats that will come out of rural and regional Western Australia, notionally six of 
them will be Labor seats, when they are currently conservative seats. 

I will conclude my remarks at this point.  We will vehemently oppose this legislation.  The boundary changes 
will take place after February 2007.  I expect that members opposite will get access to those boundary changes 
well and truly before members on this side of the house.  That seems to be the style of the Labor Party.  There 
will then be two years before the election.  We will make every effort during that time to make sure that the 
people of Western Australia know what has been perpetrated upon them by this legislation.   

The other thing which will occur and which the government may not have realised is that those sitting members 
who have been disfranchised and cut off at the knees will have to make a decision about what they will do.  Will 
they stand for Parliament again in another seat?  Will they stand against one of their own colleagues as 
Independents?  That is a possibility.  Many of our new members are keen to stay in public life, and they may 
choose to run in a Labor-held seat in the metropolitan area.  Unlike the situation of a virtual newcomer 
challenging a sitting member, these sitting members will have at least two years to campaign in a seat.  What 
members of the Labor Party think they may achieve from this measure may come back to bite them. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville) [9.40 am]:  I thank the Deputy Leader of the Opposition for making the first 
speech at the third reading stage in my absence.  Unfortunately, I was called from the chamber on parliamentary 
business at a most inappropriate moment.  I also express my disappointment that at the third reading stage, which 
presents the opportunity to sum up all the previous arguments and present our last argument to Parliament, the 
minister responsible for the legislation is not in the house, and the Leader of the House, who has the guillotine 
poised over our necks and has told us that the number of speeches on this side of the house will be severely 
limited, also is not in the house.  It is inappropriate that those ministers be absent at this time.   

I congratulate members on this side of the house for their contributions to this debate.  It has been a tremendous 
effort on their part.  All new opposition members in this house have admirably dealt with this legislation that will 
severely affect many of them, as they have stood shoulder to shoulder against this obscene legislation that will 
take away the rights of country people in Western Australia.  New members have spoken and made their points 
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extremely well and painted a poignant picture of what country Western Australia will be like under this 
legislation.  It saddens me not only that few government members were in the chamber to hear the contributions, 
but also that the people of Western Australia obviously do not get to hear those comments and very important 
points showing the draconian nature of this legislation.   

I acknowledge the return of the Minister for Electoral Affairs to the house.  Although we strongly disagree with 
what the minister is doing and the way he has done it, I am pleased that the debate and its carriage have occurred 
in a gentlemanly fashion, even though we are not in the other place.  Members were able to restrain themselves, 
made strong points and got their words across without animosity.  However, I do not want the government to be 
misled by the lack of animosity and aggression on this side of the chamber.  Do not misunderstand the deep 
importance this matter has to members on this side of the house.  We have very strong feelings.  Unlike members 
opposite, we might not have packed the chamber with an unruly mob of union representatives, as occurred 
during debate on industrial relations matters under the previous government - 

Mr F.M. Logan:  While you were taking their rights away.  You were one of them!  

DR K.D. HAMES:  What does the Minister for Housing and Works think is happening in this house right now?  
The government is taking away the rights of ordinary Western Australians.  
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  That exchange highlights why interjections are so disorderly. 
Mr M.J. Birney:  Who is that man?  

DR K.D. HAMES:  As the Speaker has indicated, he is an extremely disorderly member of this Parliament.  

Mr G. Snook:  He’s not a happy chappie. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  He is not a happy chappie, is he? 

Mr F.M. Logan:  Not when you start to raise things like that. 
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The member wants to interject again and talk about industrial relations.   

Mr F.M. Logan:  You are an absolute disgrace.  You come in here and talk about taking away people’s rights.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The minister is an absolute disgrace.  As a minister, he is taking away the rights of country 
Western Australia.  He is emasculating Western Australia and its country regions.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  You passed legislation that undermined the rights of workers in Western Australia.  You’re a 
hypocrite.  
Dr K.D. HAMES:  The minister is the hypocrite.  He is an absolute hypocrite in coming into this house 
supporting legislation that emasculates country Western Australia.  Government members talk about one vote, 
one value legislation.  I make the point again: there is no value in this legislation.  There is certainly no value for 
country Western Australians, and no value for city Western Australians either.  People will be lumped with an 
extra member of Parliament in seats in the metropolitan area, and for what?  People do not want it; they do not 
need it.  No metropolitan constituent has said to members in this chamber, “I want a second member in my 
electorate as one member for that seat is not enough for us.  I want a second member and want to take 
representation away from country people in Western Australia.”  Many people who live in the metropolitan area 
are ex-country people.  Many people who live in the city have country relatives and know the circumstances in 
the bush.  They understand and respect the position of country people.  They do not want this legislation or to 
emasculate country Western Australians.  They know the wealth of this state lies in the hard work done in the 
country to bring billions of dollars into Western Australia each year, with millions of dollars going to the 
government in royalties to make this a wealthy state.  People know this, and recognise that services and support 
are needed for country Western Australia.  They would not support this legislation if they had a chance to 
comment on it. 

I discuss now some of the issues raised by members on our side of the chamber.  The Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition made a series of excellent speeches on this issue.  His most important point I believe related to 
schools in his electorate.  Forgive me if I have the figure wrong, but I think he said there are 26 schools in his 
electorate.  People who have been members for some time know the difficulties of visiting schools in the 
electorate.  When I was the member for Yokine, like every member, I wanted to get around to each school for 
presentations at the end of each year and the wind-up ceremonies.  We know the importance of that process to 
members in getting out to constituents and the importance to the teachers, parents and children of having their 
local member of Parliament making presentations.  Often when I was a member in the metropolitan area, I would 
go to two or three schools a night to ensure I got to each school.  The Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the 
member for Warren-Blackwood, has 26 schools in his electorate.  He said it takes him and his wife, and he said 
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sometimes one of his children, two years to get out to each school for those presentations.  Under this legislation, 
the size of his electorate will be increased by at least half again.  How will the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
be able to get out to schools in his electorate and deal with local issues and people’s problems?  The member for 
Roe outlined that his electorate will be half the size of Victoria under this legislation.  Can members imagine two 
members of the Legislative Assembly looking after Victoria?  Even if the city areas were removed, imagine two 
members looking after rural Victoria.  What a joke and farce that would be.  The member for Murray spoke 
about polling day.  I managed to get around my electorate five times to visit polling booths on election day.  I did 
the same when I represented a metropolitan seat.  I did so because I could, and it is desirable to do so to meet 
people working in the booths.  It took the member for Murray a whole day to get around his electorate once, and 
that is his current seat, not the Labor Party’s proposed new seat, which will be much bigger.  I am sure that the 
same thing would have occurred in your seat, Mr Speaker.   

Another extremely important point that was raised by the member for Warren-Blackwood was travelling time.  I 
was surprised and concerned to hear the member for Warren-Blackwood talk about the number of times he has 
fallen asleep driving to and from his electorate.  That is extremely worrying for all members of this house, and 
particularly for his family.  People who live in the city do not realise how hard it is.  If they think that travelling 
for half an hour to get to Wanneroo is pretty bad, they should consider the travel times to get to areas such as the 
electorates of the member for Warren-Blackwood and our National Party colleagues, where there is no air 
service.  They lose an enormous amount of time that could otherwise be used to service their electorates.  The 
amount of time is not severe for members who live in the country; they can easily access their electorates.  
However, when they have to be in Parliament for three days in the middle of the week, especially if they are 
ministers or shadow ministers, it is extremely difficult for them to carry out their duties in their electorates.  
What will happen when this legislation is passed and we have fewer country members, with enormous 
electorates to look after?  Will we have to say to them that we are sorry that they cannot be shadow ministers, or 
will they say to us that they cannot be shadow minister for regional affairs because they spend so much time 
travelling to and from their electorates and trying to service those areas that finding the time they would need in 
the city to cover that important portfolio would be impossible?  This house will miss out on the huge wealth of 
knowledge and experience of those country members.  Travelling time is one of the most important issues that 
has been raised in this debate and those country members who have to travel long distances will be severely 
disadvantaged.   

I also want to talk about the mandate that the government continues to claim it has for this legislation.  As I have 
said before, if the government had promoted this legislation, it could claim a mandate.  Even if the government 
had simply let this legislation dribble through the election as quietly as possible, it could claim a mandate - if we 
were in government, we would probably say that we had a mandate too.  The reality is that the government did 
not tell the people.  It has added and changed some aspects of the legislation from that which was proposed in 
the first place by allowing for two extra members from the south west and two additional members -  

Mr P.D. Omodei:  Two new members.   

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Two positions in the South West Region will be moved and there will be two additional 
members from the metropolitan region in the Legislative Council.  There is no mandate for that.  There was 
never any discussion or debate on that.  Even if those changes had not been made, and the government had said 
nothing and the legislation had passed through the Parliament so that it could well say that it had a mandate, it 
does not have a mandate to have its changes considered by the current members of the Legislative Council.  To 
have a mandate the government must win two elections, and it must also give the members who were elected at 
the second election the opportunity to take their place in the Parliament and have their say on the issue.  The 
government knows full well that it does not have that support.  It knows full well that it does not have the 
support of Western Australia for this legislation and that is why it is ramming the legislation through this place.  
Twenty-something members on this side of the house who will be significantly affected by this legislation want 
to have their say on this draconian legislation.  We will be lucky if five or six get that opportunity.  We know 
that the government will ram this legislation through because it knows it must get it to the other place before 
5.00 pm today, and for what?  The composition of the other place will not change until 22 May.  Given that 
today is 7 April, it is something like six weeks before those members change.  If the government got the 
legislation to the other place two or three weeks before then, that should be enough time for it to be considered in 
the Council.  The government does not have to ram it through this place and deny members in this chamber the 
opportunity to speak on an issue that is crucial to them.  However, the government does not care.  It does not 
want to give new members of Parliament the opportunity to properly represent their electorates.  It wants to ram 
the legislation through the house and make sure that those members are denied that opportunity to speak.   

One of the things that concerns me deeply about this legislation is what will happen to it in the other place.  We 
all know that whatever happens in the other place - amendments may well be made - once the legislation passes 
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through that place prior to 22 May, it will not come back to this place and be further amended and then go back 
to the Council.  There is absolutely Buckley’s chance of that happening.  Whatever amendments are moved in 
the other place, this government will agree to them, even if it does not like them.  My main concern is that the 
government has faithfully promised the members of the Mining and Pastoral Region that it will protect that 
region, but it really does not care.  In fact, the minister has said that he does not agree with the idea.  He would 
much rather have one vote, one value everywhere.  It is only because his leader made that promise to use as a 
bargaining chip with the Greens (WA) that the region will be protected, but the minister responsible for this 
legislation does not agree with it.  If that provision stumbles and is removed in the other house, the minister in 
this house will be pleased because he does not agree with it.  Instead of the eight members provided for in the 
original legislation, this legislation changes that provision so that seven Assembly members and two Council 
members will be removed from country regions.  When the upper house gets rid of that protection of seats in the 
Mining and Pastoral Region, 10 members from regional and rural Western Australia will be ripped out of the 
heartland and moved to Perth.  The minister will say, “Woe is me; we promised that, but bad luck.”  I am talking 
about the difficulties members in the South West and Agricultural Regions will have.  What will happen then to 
those areas in the Mining and Pastoral Region?  Members in the Mining and Pastoral Region will have to 
represent enormous electorates once the government agrees to remove that provision in the legislation.  It will be 
impossibly difficult for those members to represent their electorates.  Worse still is that, because of the 
concessions that have been made to the Greens, one-third of the members for the South West Region will be lost 
to the Parliament.  One of the fastest growing regions in Western Australia, if not Australia, will have its 
representation reduced by one-third.   
We on this side of the house moved amendments that we thought would improve or correct the imbalance that is 
created by some parts of the legislation.  None of those amendments was agreed to, not even those that we felt 
would have been supported by the Labor Party had it been in opposition - it will be in opposition in the future - 
such as the appointment of a reserve electoral commissioner in case one of them is not able to take his place.  
Although I concede that the government has improved the legislation, the changes still do not go anywhere near 
far enough.  The bill allows the government to appoint as an Electoral Distribution Commissioner anybody of 
any political persuasion other than, as was pointed out by the minister, a former member of Parliament.  
Certainly, any member of the affiliated unions of the Labor Party could be made an electoral commissioner, and 
what an absolute travesty of justice that would be.  What would happen if we were in government and we had 
that opportunity to appoint one of our strong supporters as an electoral commissioner to draw up electoral 
boundaries?  You, Mr Speaker, and your party would be absolutely howling throughout Western Australia about 
the opportunity that we would have to appoint a person of our political persuasion as an unbiased Electoral 
Distribution Commissioner.  It is most inappropriate that that amendment was disallowed. 

One comment more than any other comment that I heard from the government benches by way of interjection 
was when members on our side of the house stood and talked about the difficulties of being a country member 
compared with a city member.  I heard cries from all over the government side.  They said, “Rubbish” and “That 
isn’t true.”   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  But you have half an electorate and half the number of constituents of any member of 
Parliament.  You have half a job. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The member for Bassendean is a prime example.  He cries out asking how would we know 
and saying how tough it is for city members.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The only member of this Parliament who has an understanding of what it is like for a city 
member versus a country member is me.  I am the only member of this Parliament who has served both the city 
and the country.  More than that, I come from a strong country background.  My father, who was the doctor in 
Wagin, is now the doctor in Boddington.  I spent time almost every year with relatives on the farm in Bencubbin 
and further down in the south west.  My father comes from Katanning and my mother’s family were among the 
pioneers in Narembeen.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  I have worked in country towns - in Geraldton, Kalgoorlie and Bunbury; therefore, I have a 
strong knowledge of country issues and country seats.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 
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Dr K.D. HAMES:  I am now a country member, having been a city member.  I say to members on the 
government side that it is much harder to be a country member than it is to be a city member.  Although I have 
nowhere near the difficulties in my seat that other country members have - as members know, my seat is 
compact - it is still extremely difficult for country members to service their electorates.  The major issue that I 
spoke about before was travel time and the difficulty getting - 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Mr Speaker, I was thinking that you might curtail the member.  City members have no idea, 
from their interjections, of the difficulties that country members have.  That concerns me extremely.   

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  What will happen when there are 41 members of this Parliament from the city and only 16 
members from the country?  Not only will those country members have enormous difficulty representing their 
electorates but also the city members will not understand their difficulties.  It is easy for a city member when 
someone asks the member to sort out a local government, state government or bureaucratic issue, because the 
member is there, is part of the city, knows which departments to contact and can get back to the person and sort 
things out straightaway.  A country member of Parliament may have to spend two hours sorting out a country 
issue, which is an enormous difficulty.  The other day somebody called me about a local intersection issue, and 
because my seat is more like a city seat, I was able to whiz down there in five minutes, drive around and have a 
look. 

Mr M.P. Whitely:  So, you just admitted you have half a job. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Country members often have to drive for two hours to look at an issue.  What will happen in 
country areas when we need members of Parliament - 

Mr M.P. Whitely: Why don’t you have half the pay? 

The SPEAKER:  Order, member for Bassendean! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  The member for Bassendean must be the greatest interjector of all time.  I have been back in 
this place for only two weeks and I have heard more interjections from that member than from any other 
member, yet I am still to see him stand and say something.  I can see why the member for Bassendean was not 
wanted over there in Kenwick and I can see why it took federal intervention for him to get into his seat.  No 
member on his side of the house wanted him there; they all wanted him gone.  Federal intervention was required.  
What happened to the percentage in his seat compared with the previous member? 

The SPEAKER:  I have allowed the member for Dawesville some leeway in the third reading debate, as he is 
the major speaker for the opposition, but it is beyond me how responding to interjections at that level is 
complying with the rules.  The member should adhere to the rules on third reading speeches, which he, as well as 
any other member, knows. 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  Thank you, Mr Speaker.  I tried ignoring those interjections for a significant period, but after 
a while I could not let the member for Bassendean go on with his inane interjections.  

Government members have no idea about what will happen to people in country areas who have issues and need 
support.  We all know that the great strength of any member of Parliament is to go to a minister or a government 
department with a problem and get it sorted out.  Members of Parliament have a great ability to achieve things.  
That is why we are here: to help people in our electorates to sort out their problems.  You know, Mr Acting 
Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), from working in your electorate of Albany that one great ability of the local member 
is to be able to talk to a minister, for example, about the need for new hospital facilities.  The local member can 
get the minister on side, get him into the electorate and get him to sort out the problem.  What will happen when 
country members represent an electorate that is half the size of Victoria?  What will happen when only 16 
members of this house are from the bush?  How will they be able to properly represent those issues in this house, 
particularly when there are 41 city members of Parliament?  The ministers of whichever government is in power 
are far more likely to be city members than country members.  City members have demonstrated, by their 
interjections today, that they do not have a clue what goes on in the bush.  There will not be as many marginal 
seats any more, as they will be locked in place.  We all know, as the member for Albany knows, what this 
government does with funding in a marginal seat; it pours money into it, but if it is not a marginal seat it does not 
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get any money.  I like it when you are in the Chair, Mr Acting Speaker, because I can say things about your 
electorate and you cannot respond.   

The ACTING SPEAKER:  That is the second time! 

Dr K.D. HAMES:  It is very difficult for country members to get facilities for their electorates.  Sadly, I can 
foresee the facilities in country Western Australia deteriorating because there will be no-one to fight for the 
issues in the bush.  Already members from the metropolitan area have a 60-40 per cent advantage over country 
members.  They can still get their way, they can still rely on the strength of debate and they can still fully 
represent the metropolitan area, but this government will alter the composition of the house to increase members 
from the metropolitan area to more than 70 per cent.  The ideologically driven legislation that this government 
has brought forward is an absolute disgrace.  It supports a principle that is unrealistic and does not really exist.  I 
do not agree with the position of the member for Alfred Cove, who said that she did not support the legislation 
because she would get only one vote and country people would get two votes.  Each person who votes has one 
vote for one member of Parliament and one member of Parliament represents them.  People in the bush need 
proper representation. 

I return to the comments made by the Leader of the National Party.  The most important issue in this debate is 
the right of Western Australians to have adequate and effective representation.  You, Mr Acting Speaker, might 
believe that you are getting a fairer vote than city members, but this legislation will reduce the right to adequate 
and effective representation for all of regional and rural Western Australia.  It will emasculate the people in the 
bush of Western Australia who will never forget and never forgive.   

MR M.J. BIRNEY (Kalgoorlie - Leader of the Opposition) [10.10 am]:  Unlike the member for Dawesville, I 
am disappointed that you have taken the Chair, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), because I wanted to have 
a chat to you about why you voted to abolish your seat.  I am sure that the public of Western Australia would 
also want to know why all those other country members voted yesterday to abolish their seats.  I am sure there 
must be a good reason, although it eludes me for the time being.  Why would the member for Cental Kimberley-
Pilbara vote to abolish his seat?  Why would the member for Mandurah vote to abolish his seat?  Why would the 
member for Murchison-Eyre vote to abolish his seat?   

Mr J.J.M. Bowler:  I did not.  My seat is safe. 

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  I stand corrected.  For the time being the member for Murchison-Eyre’s seat is safe.  
However, I suspect that when this legislation comes back from the other place the Labor Party will have changed 
it and the member for Murchison-Eyre will then be forced to vote to abolish his seat.  I shall hold fire on the 
member for Murchison-Eyre until that time.  Why would the member for Geraldton vote to abolish his seat?  
Why would the member for Kimberley vote to abolish her seat?  What possible reason could those members 
have to vote to demolish the representation of the people who put them into this place?  Could it be that they are 
men and women of feeble hearts and minds?  Could it be that they are men and women of little substance, 
strength, integrity or influence?  Could it be that their first allegiance is to the Labor Party and not to the people 
who put them into this place?  I suspect that all of the above will be answered in the affirmative.  I would rather 
be out there on the hustings looking for a job than standing in this place voting to diminish the representation of 
country people.  At the end of the day it is only a job.  We go to work, we go home and we get paid for it.  Why 
do Labor country members not act with some integrity?  Why is it that no Labor country members, except for the 
members for Murchison-Eyre and Mandurah, are sitting in this chamber on the Labor Party’s side of the house?  
Why is it that Labor country members have been noticeably absent for almost all of this debate?  It is because 
they are gutless.  They know that they have absolutely nothing to say in this place that could redeem them in the 
eyes of their electorates.  They can say nothing other than, “Geoff Gallop told me to vote that way.”  That is the 
only answer they have.  I would love to see a vox pop of those members in The West Australian or even the 
Sunday Times.  I would love to see eight glowing photographs of all the Labor country members with one 
sentence underneath each in which they tell people why they voted to abolish their own seats.  I would like to see 
that because I do not know what they could say other than, “Geoff Gallop told me to do it.”  It is absolutely 
disgraceful.  I am ashamed to share this chamber with Labor country members who do not have the intestinal 
fortitude to stand up to their political party in the interests of their electorate.  Those are not just words.  I did it 
last year.  I crossed the floor.  I know how difficult it is to adopt a different view from that of my political party, 
to put it on the public record and to stand by my principles.  I know what it is like, Mr Acting Speaker, but you 
on the other hand do not, nor do any other Labor country members in this Parliament, who for some reason think 
that they are here at the whim of the Labor Party when in fact they are here because their constituents put them 
into this place.  Labor country members are an embarrassment, and history will record them that way.  They are 
weak-minded individuals, and history will record them that way.  They are a disgrace collectively. 
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The gravity of what the Labor government is about to do here today should not be lost on any member of this 
house, nor should it be lost on any member of the Western Australian public.  The Labor government has chosen 
this day to wreak havoc on the people of Western Australia.  It has chosen this day to reduce the voice of country 
Western Australians to a whisper for its own purposes.  The fact is that this is not true one vote, one value; it is 
not true to the so-called long-heralded principles of the Australian Labor Party.  It is a little bit of one vote, one 
value here and a little bit over there, but it is not one vote, one value.  In fact, it is a gerrymander for the 
Australian Labor Party.  What an absolutely disgraceful Labor Party we have.  I wonder what former Labor 
members would think about this chardonnay set, ultra left-wing Labor Party.  I think we would find that some of 
those former Premiers would turn in their graves. 

An interesting development has occurred over time in the Western Australian electorate; that is, that country 
people have collectively decided that they do not support the Labor Party any more.  I guess it is no wonder.  I 
wonder what Hon John Scaddan would say about this mob - this pathetic, ultra left-wing, St Georges Terrace, 
chardonnay set Labor Party.  Of course, Scaddan was a Labor Premier and member for BrownHill-Ivanhoe, 
which of course is in my electorate of Kalgoorlie.  He was a man’s man.  Even though I would not have agreed 
with his philosophies, I would certainly say that he was the sort of individual who would stand and be counted.  
He certainly does not resemble any of the Labor country members in this Parliament.  I am sure that he would be 
turning in his grave; in fact, I am sure he would be spinning!  What about Hon Philip Collier?  He was also a 
country Labor Premier; in fact, he was the member for Boulder for many years  What do members think that he 
would think about this new wave of ultra left-wing Labor politicians?  I suspect he would not think very much of 
them.  What about Hon John Collings Willcock, the member for Geraldton for the best part of nine years?  
Geraldton, of course, is the Premier’s former home town.  The seat of Geraldton will also be demolished with the 
passage of this legislation.  What about Hon Frank Joseph Scott Wise, also a country Labor Premier of Western 
Australia representing the Gascoyne.  What do members think that he would think about the Minister for 
Electoral Affairs, the member for Fremantle?  What do members think that his honest and open view of the 
member for Fremantle would be?  I think all of us would concur with the view of Hon Frank Joseph Scott Wise.  
What about Hon Bert Hawke?  He was another country Labor Premier, representing the seat of Northam.  What 
do members think that he would think about Premier Gallop if he had an opportunity to put his view on the 
record today?  I know what he would say.  He would say that Premier Gallop is not fit to be running this state. 

This strange phenomenon that has taken place over the past number of years in Western Australia is very clear.  I 
am referring, of course, to the fact that country people over time have collectively thought about the Australian 
Labor Party, its views and its values, and they have collectively rejected them.  For example, the seat of Avon 
was a Labor seat from 1974 to 1986.  It was held by Premier Hawke himself.  That seat, of course, is now held 
by a conservative party with a 72 per cent majority.  The seat of Merredin-Yilgarn was created in 1950 and was 
held by the Australian Labor Party for 24 years.  Of course, in 1974 Merredin became a conservative seat and 
has remained so ever since.  My very good friend and Deputy Leader of the Opposition, the member for Warren-
Blackwood, of course won his seat from the Australian Labor Party, which had held that seat for the best part of 
40 years.  The seat of Warren was created in 1950.  My good friend the member for Warren-Blackwood took 
that seat over in 1989, largely due, of course, to his effervescent personality, but I suspect also largely due to the 
fact that country people have been deserting the Labor Party in droves.  The seat of Warren had a 70 per cent 
primary vote for the Australian Labor Party all those years ago.  It is now one of the safest, if not the safest, 
Liberal seats in Western Australia, with a 65 per cent primary vote.  My good friend the member for Murray 
would be only too aware that even though his seat is new this time around, it was created formally in 1989 and 
was held by the Labor Party until 1993.  My seat of Kalgoorlie was held by the Labor Party for the best part of 
100 years.  It was almost the birthplace of the Labor movement in Western Australia.  It was the birthplace of the 
union movement and truly a blue collar town, and it remains that way.  The only thing that has changed is the 
way in which people vote.  They no longer vote for the Labor Party because they are aware that this ultra left-
wing Labor Party no longer represents the views of blue collar workers.  It no longer represents the views of 
those of us who choose to live and work in country Western Australia.  That is why, for the first time in 100 
years, the people of Kalgoorlie delivered that telling blow to the Labor Party in 2001.   

That is happening right across the state.  During the second reading debate I detailed the primary vote increases 
for the Liberal Party in a number of the Labor seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  There were 
extraordinary primary vote increases for the Liberal Party.  The Labor Party’s response to this strange 
phenomenon - this strange way in which country people have been voting during the past 20 to 30 years - has 
simply been to try to silence country people electorally.  That has been the Labor Party’s response to the fact that 
country people are sitting up and thinking about their politics and are voting with their hearts and minds.  The 
Labor Party will stand condemned from this day forward for doing that.  When I travel around the state, as I 
inevitably will as Leader of the Opposition, I will remind people that the Labor Party has reduced to a whisper 
the voice of country Western Australia.  When I go to a country town and the people tell me that their hospital is 
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falling down around their ears, I will tell them that it is the Labor Party’s fault, and I will put my hand on my 
heart when I do it and will genuinely believe it.  When I go to a country town and the shire president tells me that 
the people in his town have been screaming out for a police station for the past five or 10 years and they cannot 
get one, I will put my hand on my heart and tell him that it is the Labor Party’s fault.  When I drive to country 
towns in my role as Leader of the Opposition and I experience the worst roads in this country, I will, with my 
hand on my heart, tell the shire presidents in those country towns that it is the Labor Party’s fault.  The reason I 
will say that with my hand on my heart and will genuinely believe it is that the net result of Labor’s one vote, 
one value policy is that the people who are employed to fight for funding, resources and facilities for country 
areas are about to be wiped out.  When I say wiped out, I suspect the same people will continue to do it, but they 
will do it for city electorates, not country electorates.  That will mean that the haves will get a bit more and the 
have-nots will get a bit less.  The net result of Labor’s one vote, one value policy is that 35 per cent of all 
country representatives will be transferred to the city of Perth.   

I want to harp on this point for a moment longer, because what we get paid to do as members of Parliament is 
represent our constituents.  Some of us do that better than others, and that is fine, and that will always be a 
subject of some conjecture.  However, the common thread that binds us together is the fact that we come into the 
Parliament and we thump our fist on the table and say, “Minister for Health, what about some more money for 
hospitals; Minister for Police, what about building a police station; and Minister for Planning and Infrastructure, 
what about building that road that has been on the books for five years?”  The ministers then look at those 
electorates, and, sadly at how marginal they are, and decide whether to issue that funding.  However, if those 
representatives are non-existent, so too will be the funding.  The funding will disappear.  That is the net result of 
the Labor Party’s one vote, one value gerrymander.   

I am utterly ashamed, as I said earlier, to share a chamber with you, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson), and 
every other country Labor member of Parliament. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  That goes for the member for Bassendean too.   

Just prior to the state election, the Premier flew into Kalgoorlie and made a loudly heralded announcement that 
the government would quarantine from the bill the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  We can 
contemplate why the Labor Party felt the need to do that.  The reasons the Labor Party gave for that decision are 
very similar to the reasons that have been espoused by the opposition today in rejecting the One Vote One Value 
Bill.  We have been saying almost exactly what the Labor Party has been saying about why it wants to 
quarantine the five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region.  Therefore, in this case our views are similar to 
those of the Labor Party, much as that may pain some of my friends in the Liberal Party.  The only difference is 
that we do not act out of self-interest; the Labor Party does.  The reason the Labor Party wants to quarantine the 
five seats in the Mining and Pastoral Region is, first, to hang onto its four country seats, which are likely to 
disappear at the next election; and, secondly, to try to win my seat, which I hold with a very slim one per cent 
margin.  It is pure self-interest.  The Labor Party has argued that because the Mining and Pastoral Region is a 
very large landmass area, it deserves special consideration.  If that is the case, so too is the Agricultural Region a 
very large landmass area that deserves special consideration, as the member for Moore argued very succinctly 
yesterday, and so too is the South West Region a very large landmass area that deserves special consideration, as 
my good friend the member for Murray argued very succinctly yesterday.  The list goes on and on.  The great 
southern and the wheatbelt are also areas that are very large indeed and deserve special consideration.  In fact, if 
we were to apply to the rest of Western Australia the argument that the Labor Party has applied to the Mining 
and Pastoral Region, we would not be standing here today and this legislation would never see the light of day.   

The reality is that the member for Fremantle is a disgraceful electoral maniac.  Everything he does has self-
interest stamped all over it.  The member for Fremantle and Minister for Electoral Affairs may well go down in 
history as the hero of the Labor Party, but he will forever be remembered as the villain of the bush.  He will 
forever be remembered as the person who wreaked havoc on regional Western Australia to further his own self-
interest.  He will forever be remembered as the person who pulled your strings, Mr Acting Speaker, and the 
strings of all the other country Labor members of Parliament, and effectively rendered them useless and mute in 
this Parliament. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson):  Order!  The Leader of the Opposition should say the member 
for Albany and not draw the Chair into the debate.   

Mr M.J. BIRNEY:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs will forever be 
remembered as the person who pulled the strings of the member for Albany and turned the member for Albany 
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from a person, as I understand it, who was well-respected in his community into a person who has sold out his 
community and who has no principles, no value, no strength and no integrity.  I feel for the member for Albany. 

If six Labor members of Parliament could find a bit of intestinal fortitude and walk from the other side of this 
chamber to this side of the chamber, they would forever be recorded in history as men and women of great 
strength and integrity.  They might not have a seat at the next election, because the Premier would see to it that 
they did not; however, I suspect the Premier has already seen to that anyway, so they do not have anything to 
lose.  Therefore, why would they not take the opportunity to be recorded in history as one of the six people who 
crossed the floor and thereby prevented this legislation from coming into effect?  Why would they not be people 
of principle and say, “Enough is enough.  I am elected by the people of country Western Australia, not by the 
Australian Labor Party”?  That question will confound me for years to come.  Believe me, when I travel to the 
electorate of the member for Albany, and to the electorates of other country Labor members of Parliament, I will 
take every opportunity to explain that to the people who live in those electorates.   

Yesterday we dealt with the consideration in detail stage of this bill.  Yesterday was an interesting day.  The 
Labor Party thought it had been a bit tricky with its provision on the Mining and Pastoral Region, because it had 
buried that provision in the clause that contains all of the one vote, one value stuff - all of the stuff to which we 
are vehemently opposed.  We of course are not opposed to quarantining the five Mining and Pastoral seats.  In 
fact, we would like to extend that to other regions around Western Australia.  However, the Labor Party thought 
it would catch us out by putting the provision that deals with the Mining and Pastoral Region in the main body of 
the bill, because that would then force us to vote either for or against that clause.  Many members of this house 
wanted an opportunity to express their support for, or their opposition to, the quarantining of the Mining and 
Pastoral Region.  Therefore, we moved that the question about quarantining the Mining and Pastoral Region be 
put separately.  We thought it was such an important issue that we put it on the agenda as a separate item.  We 
then tried to apply a constitutional entrenchment clause to that provision so that future Parliaments would 
effectively be prevented from changing the quarantining of the Mining and Pastoral Region unless there was an 
absolute majority of votes.  Guess who voted against that?  It was the very person who promised we would have 
it: the Premier of Western Australia and, more importantly, the member for Murchison-Eyre.  He is respected in 
his electorate.  I suspect he is currently going through a great deal of turmoil because he knows that when the bill 
comes back from the Legislative Council, the Labor Party will have knocked out the provision to quarantine the 
Mining and Pastoral Region.  If my suspicions about the member for Murchison-Eyre are correct, he will decide 
that he has had enough of politics and will cross the floor and vote with us.  I urge him to do that.  I know that I 
would. 

If this bill is passed, many electorates in country Western Australia will no longer have a representative.  It is as 
simple as that.  On paper they will.  On paper people will be able to look at the Electoral Commissioner’s web 
site and see the name of their member of Parliament, but they will never see him.  They will never have any 
interaction with him and the member will not have the ability to be proactive in his constituents’ electorate.  I 
cite the example of Barry Haase, the federal member for Kalgoorlie.  He is an exceptionally good and 
hardworking member of Parliament, yet he cannot do his job properly because of the one vote, one value system.  
His electorate stretches from Esperance in the south to Kununurra in the north.  Effectively, he is the MP for all 
the towns in between.  He represents Norseman, Kalgoorlie, Leinster, Laverton, Halls Creek, Broome and 
Kununurra.  He represents almost every town in regional Western Australia.  At least on paper that is what he is 
meant to do.  However, I suspect that if he were asked how many times he gets to all the towns in his electorate, 
he would be forced to say that he visits as many as he can but that sadly in some years he cannot get to some of 
the towns at all.  Effectively, that means that many constituents do not have a member of Parliament.  They do 
not have a member who is sitting there shoulder to shoulder with them living their lives and who can understand 
the issues affecting the area. 

Many of those country towns do not have government department officers.  Their only real conduit to the state 
government is their member of Parliament.  As members of Parliament, we help people with their problems.  
Many people do not understand how to approach a government department and they do not know how to get 
something done through a government department, which is why they come to us.  We are their local 
representatives.  We get paid to help them with that.  How long do members think it would take the people who 
live in the middle of Western Australia to make an appointment to see Barry Haase, who lives in Kalgoorlie and 
obviously must travel throughout the state?  I suspect it would take between six and 12 months.  By then the 
constituent’s problems will have escalated.  That is what will happen with the passage of the Labor Party’s 
electoral reform bill.  Effectively, country Western Australia will have neither a federal representative nor a state 
representative.  The Labor Party is trying to inflict at a state level that same system on the people who choose to 
live and work in country Western Australia.  I am ashamed to share this chamber with members of the Labor 
Party. 
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What hypocrisy we have seen from this government.  We all heard the member for Warren-Blackwood and 
others speak about what Premier Gallop thought of the use of the guillotine back in the late 1990s when he was 
the Leader of the Opposition.  The government has guillotined the one vote, one value proposal through this 
Parliament almost every step of the way.  The member for Warren-Blackwood might refresh my memory of 
what the then Leader of the Opposition said about the use of the guillotine.  On 7 May 1997, Dr Gallop said that 
the government of the day had - 

Prostituted the legislative process by using the guillotine in both houses to ram the Bill through the 
Parliament before the new Upper House members elected in December take their seats later this month. 

That is what he said.  Guess what he has just done?  He has just guillotined the one vote, one value legislation 
through this Parliament.  If he truly believes it, he cannot say one thing and then do another.  Either he did not 
believe what he said then or he has changed his mind.  Either way, the Premier of Western Australia has proven 
himself to be a shallow individual with no substance whatsoever.  The list goes on.  This bill is now being 
rammed through the Parliament, particularly through the upper house, before 22 May when the duly elected 
members of the upper house take their seats.  Who could forget what the then Leader of the Opposition said 
about the Court government wanting to pass legislation before new members of the upper house had taken their 
seats?  Dr Gallop said - 

The Court Government should respect the will of the people and refrain from introducing any 
controversial legislation before May 22 when new Members of the Legislative Council take their seats. 

. . .  

To rush legislation through the Parliament while the Coalition still enjoys its majority would be 
immoral, opportunistic and insulting to the electorate. 

They are the very words of the now Premier of Western Australia who once again has proven himself to be a 
man of no substance.  He is a very shallow individual who will do anything for his own political gain. 

While I am on that topic, I remind members of the words of the Minister for Electoral Affairs when he was asked 
about putting constitutional entrenchment clauses in this bill.  He said that he does not believe one Parliament 
should bind a future Parliament.  However, when we read the bill, we found out that he had done just that on his 
one vote, one value principle.  The Minister for Electoral Affairs has applied an absolute majority - or an 
entrenchment clause - to the principle of one vote, one value.  In doing so he has bound a future Parliament.  He 
has done exactly what he said he did not believe in.  He has plucked also a number of provisions out of the 
Electoral Distribution Act and the Electoral Act that previously had entrenchment provisions attached to them, 
and he has dispensed with those provisions.  With the passage of this legislation the Labor Party will be able to 
come back to this place in a few months and change the entire system again.  Yesterday in this house we moved 
an amendment to apply that same entrenchment provision to the concept of quarantining the five seats of the 
Mining and Pastoral Region and the Labor Party voted against it.  The member for Murchison-Eyre voted 
against it, which speaks volumes. 

If the Labor Party were so welded to the concept of one vote, one value, why have we never heard a squeak from 
the Minister for Electoral Affairs or the Premier of Western Australia about the gerrymander that exists in the 
Senate?  Every state in Australia has 12 representatives in the Senate.  If the Labor Party were so welded to the 
concept of one vote, one value, it would have a firm public policy to implement one vote, one value in the 
Senate.  The reason the Labor Party will not do that is the number of Senators who represent the state would be 
reduced from 12 to about seven.  The state would lose about five representatives if one vote, one value were 
applied to the Senate.  Once again I outline for members the absolute hypocrisy of this state Labor government 
and this Premier.  If he really wanted one vote, one value, he would have answered my question yesterday. 

In closing, this is the darkest day that our state has seen in many a long year.  It is certainly the darkest day that 
those of us who choose to live and work in country Western Australia have experienced for many years.  I will 
repeat what I said during the second reading debate.  I urge all country people to maintain their rage, to take the 
fight to the Labor Party and to use what little influence they have left and stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
Liberal Party at the next election to throw out this mob. 

MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon - Leader of the National Party) [10.39 am]:  I will start my speech by going 
through the words of others, because this debate should not be about the statements of the people of this 
chamber, who all have a very strong vested interest.  This issue has been raked over for hundreds of years, and 
some very particular statements have been made in recent years by eminent people in the United States, Canada 
and, more particularly, Australia, which is more to our point.  I quoted the Canadian Carter case earlier, but I will 
quote it again - 
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Madam Justice McLachlin, who gave the majority opinion for the court, states on p. 183: It is my 
conclusion that the purpose of the right to vote enshrined in s.3 of the Charter is not equality of voting 
power per se, but the right to effective representation.  

It is a theme continuing right through the Supreme Court of the United States, the Supreme Court of Canada, the 
Supreme Court of Western Australia and a range of other places from which I will quote.  At page 262 the Carter 
judgment states - 

It was a tradition of evolutionary democracy, of increasing widening of representation through the 
centuries.  But it was also a tradition which, even in its more modern phases, accommodates significant 
deviation from the ideal of equal representation.  Pragmatism, rather than conformity to a philosophical 
ideal, has been its watchword. 

The argument there, and constantly throughout these court decisions, is that, from the time that democracy was 
quietly born in ancient Greece, it has been an evolutionary journey.  In only one place was equality of vote put 
into a constitution; that is, the United States.  Even though it does not hold to the principle, it is in the 
constitution.  Justice McLachlin goes on further to state - 

I am satisfied that the precepts which govern the interpretation of Charter rights support the conclusion 
that the right to vote should be defined as guaranteeing the right to effective representation.  

That is the core of the debate.  I will go on further and quote from the case of Dickson v British Columbia.  This 
section of that judgment headed “The Right to Vote” states - 

Only those deviations from the ideal of equal representation should be admitted which can be justified 
on the ground that they contribute to better government of the populace as a whole, giving due weight 
to regional issues within the populace and geographic factors within the territory governed. 

That is the core of the argument from this side of the house, and certainly the core of the argument of the 
National Party.  The judgment continues - 

The process of adjusting for factors other than population is not capable of precise mathematical 
definition . . .  

In the Canadian context it was decided that 25 per cent above or below a quota is fair representation.  That is a 
very important component in this debate.  The report of the Fisher Commission, a very important study in 
Canada, decided that 25 per cent above or below the norm was fair representation.  More importantly, Justice 
Stephen of the Australian High Court stated - 

. . . to ignore long chapters in the evolution of democratic institutions both in this country and overseas, 
in which, representative democracy having been attained, its details have undergone frequent changes in 
response to community pressures but have failed to possess this feature of equality of numbers on 
which the plaintiffs now insist.  

In other words, the evolution of the argument of equality has been a core part of Australia’s fight for fair 
representation.  Justice Gibbs wrote - 

. . . that equality of numbers within electoral divisions is an essential concomitant of a democratic 
system, so that in any Constitution framed upon democratic principles it must have been intended to 
guarantee that electorates would, so far as practicable, contain an equal number of people or of electors, 
is simply incorrect . . .  

Justice Barwick stated - 

. . . to ignore community of interest in the creation of electoral divisions and to insist on mere equality 
of numbers will be likely, in my opinion, to produce INEQUALITY rather than equality of voting 
value.  

I have quoted the words of three Australian judges, who are important in the context of this debate.  A case in 
Saskatchewan in Canada, stated that deviations from equality - 

. . . can be justified on the ground that they contribute to the better government of the populace as a 
whole, giving due weight to regional issues within the populace and geographic factors within the 
territory governed.  

The case goes on to talk about the American system - 
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The Americans of 1776 sought recognition of the reasonable principle that there was to be no taxation 
without representation and further, that representation was to be based upon the equal weight of every 
ballot.  

I pointed out in my second reading contribution that the American system came out of a range of revolutions.  
We have not had a revolution in Australia, and let us hope we do not have one.  It was the passion of the 
revolution that created the principle of equality of votes, which only the Americans uphold.  That is a very 
important point in this debate.  The British Labour Party does not agree with the position of the Western 
Australian government.  Prime Minister Tony Blair is constantly on record as saying that equality of voting is an 
abomination.  As members here probably know, in the United Kingdom, new Parliaments have been created in 
Scotland and Wales, and those Parliaments are not based on the equality of votes.  They are two of the newest 
Parliaments in the western world, and they are not based on the equality of votes.  The Inuit Parliament of 
northern Canada is not based on the equality of votes, and it is a brand-new Parliament.  Do the Social 
Democrats, the equivalent of the Labor Party in Canada, support the principle that is being put forward by the 
Minister for Electoral Affairs?  No, they do not.  Do our colleagues in New Zealand support this notion of the 
equality of votes?  The Labour Party in New Zealand was one of the architects of the new system that has been 
in operation for seven or eight years.  All new Parliaments in the western world in the past decade have not 
introduced the principle of the equality of votes, so why is Western Australia the only place in the world, 
including the United States, where this is seen to be such a high principle?  The answer is that some people on 
the government side want to do the same sort of thing as happened in Queensland in the 1920s, when the ALP 
set up an electoral system that kept it in power for 20 or 30 years.  It then complained bitterly that Sir Joh Bjelke-
Petersen kept the same electoral system in place because it suited him.  There is no question about that.  In fact, 
it went to a royal commission and we heard from the Australian Labor Party cries of corruption about a system 
that it set up.  That is what is happening here.  In Australia the ALP has a great history of setting up electoral 
systems that suit it, and that is what is happening here.  This system in Western Australia is almost wholly 
predicated on an advantage for the ALP. 

Ten years ago, in 1995, the Commission on Government had this to say about these issues - 

8.3.5 MALAPPORTIONMENT/WEIGHTING OF ELECTORAL DISTRICTS 

There are four dot points but I will read out only two.  Members can look at that reference if they want to.  It 
continues - 

•  relative equality in the number of electors in electoral districts with some justifiable deviation . . . 
for more effective parliamentary representation; 

COG referred to “justifiable deviation” and “effective parliamentary representation”, but that is not what we 
have in this bill.  COG also stated - 

•  the weighting of electoral districts for the purposes of political advantage. 

COG did not want to see that happen, but that is what is happening here.  Only the two houses of Parliament are 
involved in this process.  The people of Western Australia are not involved at all.  This was not part of the 
election campaign.  There is no mandate on this issue.  I am not sure who said it this morning, but one of the 
members quoted the Premier saying on radio only weeks ago that the house would not be recalled early just 
because the ALP has an advantage.  The ALP certainly has an advantage. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes, there is; there is no question about it.  The government was in a panic.  The 
first two weeks of the parliamentary sitting in 2005 have been a disgrace.  The Governor gave his address and we 
then should have had the Address-in-Reply.  It is most important that the 57 members of Parliament in this 
chamber have the opportunity to be involved in the Address-in-Reply.  As soon as a member from the ALP 
spoke, the Address-in-Reply was adjourned indefinitely.  That shows the amount of interest that government 
members have in the Address-in-Reply.  It will come back on in dribs and drabs until it is finished. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  As it always does. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Not as it always does.  I have been here for 20 years and in the majority of cases, 
including during the Burke, Lawrence and Dowding governments, the Address-in-Reply ran until it was 
completed.  That is the tradition of this house. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  That is right, because members on the government side have the arrogance that 
comes with having the numbers.  They are not concerned about this Parliament at all.  They are the Graham 
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Richardsons of Western Australia: if they can do it today and get away with it, it does not matter whether it is a 
lie, because it is good if it gets them further than they were yesterday.  That is Graham Richardson’s philosophy.  
We saw him on television espousing how it is important for a member of Parliament to lie and to deceive the 
population if it gets him a step further along the road he wants to travel.  That is what government members are 
doing. 

Another appalling thing happened yesterday.  I agree with the Leader of the Opposition that this is a very black 
day for this Parliament.  The issues of the state should still continue.  Justice is very important.  It is totally 
unacceptable for the government to not be accountable and debate those justice issues this week.  After today, 
Parliament will go into a two-week recess.  By the time it comes back, the justice inquiry will be in progress.  
There is no question that the Premier and the members on my left are creating an absolute whitewash of the 
judicial inquiry.  It is a disgraceful situation and it should be debated in this house.  However, the most important 
thing for the ALP is to create a gerrymander and it has until 21 May to create that gerrymander.  The government 
must push this through. 
Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The gerrymander will ensure four seats in the north west region so that they can be 
locked in for the ALP during the next election. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Of course it is a gerrymander.  The term “gerrymander” originated in the southern 
states of the United States when boundaries were drawn up in such a way that an electorate boundary looked like 
a salamander.  That word has evolved, and now generally means the arranging of an electoral system to a party’s 
advantage.  That is what the ALP is doing; this is a gerrymander. 
Mr M.P. Whitely:  The Leader of the Opposition thinks the Australian Senate is a gerrymander.  Do you agree 
with him on that? 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I do not agree that the Senate is a gerrymander.  I do agree that the Senate does not 
carry out its task.  I am not going to get into a debate about the Senate.   

Some 9 000 voters will be entrenched in the seat of Murchison-Eyre and across the road a line will be drawn on 
the map - I would not jump if I were the member for Murchison-Eyre; I would just stay up in the gallery.  A line 
will be drawn on the map to create a new seat covering a big slice of the Agricultural Region.  That seat will be 
at least comparable in size with the seat of Murchison-Eyre but will have one and a half times the number of 
voters.  Year after year, Labor members came in here and compared the seats of Burrup and Wanneroo and 
called that a gerrymander. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  That is true. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes.  The government has now created a new seat in the eastern reaches of the 
Agricultural Region that will be one and a half times the size of Eyre, and says that that is not a gerrymander.  Of 
course it is a gerrymander.  That is what the government is doing.  It will be disastrous for the people who live in 
those regions.  It will be just as difficult for a person living in Beacon to receive services as a person living 100 
kilometres away in Westonia.  What is the difference?  They are two small country towns in the eastern reaches 
of the state.  The seat of Eyre will have 9 000 voters and the other seat, whatever it will be called, will have 
24 000 voters.  That is a gerrymander. 

I will not be quoting from these papers about the one vote, one value issue.  Unlike what the minister said last 
night, it is clear that the Supreme Court of the United States, the Supreme Court of Canada and the High Court of 
Australia all agree that it is not their job to define one vote, one value.  If members read through the papers, they 
will see that each of those courts has said that it is not their role to define one vote, one value.  It should be the 
role of the Parliament. 
Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 
Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Why was it put into the bill yesterday?  The member should read his bill.  I think it 
is in clause 6 of the bill.  The reasons are pretty clear, and I will speak about those in a moment. 
I was in this chamber for the bulk of the day yesterday, but I received three calls from people who live in rural 
Western Australia and they all asked me the same question, which I cannot answer.  They asked where was the 
value in one vote, one value. 
Mr J.R. Quigley:  The member should look on this side of the chamber and he will see the value. 

Mr A.D. McRae interjected. 
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The member might wonder what my vote was.  What is the member for 
Bassendean’s new seat?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  Did you get more than 3 000 votes this time?  You didn’t last time. 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  That is the point.  For four years the former member for Roleystone came 
into this place and called me Mr 24 per cent or whatever it was.  I got 72 per cent of the vote; how did the 
member go?   

Mr M.P. Whitely:  That is probably only about 5 000 or 6 000 votes.  You could almost be elected a councillor 
of the Gosnells shire with that sort of vote.  Well done; congratulations.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  How did the member’s vote go?  It went down.   

I will describe the issues for country people.  If someone calls for an ambulance in the metropolitan area, who 
turns up?   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  An ambulance.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Exactly.  That ambulance will be paid for by the people of Western Australia.  The 
people who live in Beacon and Newman pay for that ambulance service.  If someone calls for an ambulance in 
the Town of Northam, who turns up?   

Mr M.J. Cowper:  Volunteers.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It is volunteers.  Who pays for them?  No-one does.  When an ambulance turns up in 
the metropolitan area, all of Western Australia pays.  When an ambulance turns up in Northam, only Northam 
contributes to that service.  The same happens with fire services.  When someone rings the fire service to attend 
a fire in the metropolitan area, who turns up?  The fire brigade.  Who pays for the fire brigade in Perth?  All of 
Western Australia pays.  If a fire occurs in the Town of Northam, who turns up?  It is volunteers.  Northam 
Senior High School needs some work done on a quadrangle.  It is a beautiful old school that has been there for 
nearly 100 years.  Who will put in the new quadrangle?  The P&C will.  The P&C asked the Minister for 
Education and Training for some money to do up the school, but were told that they could not have any.  The 
minister said, “You’re in the seat of Northam, which is 72 per cent conservative.  You can’t have any money.” 
Who will pay the $200 000 needed to build the new quadrangle at Northam Senior High School?  The people of 
Northam will. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  When our country brothers suffer from a drought, who pays for the drought relief?  The 
people of Perth do.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No. 

Mr J.R. Quigley:  We help our country cousins.  It is our city taxes that go to help your families.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  On that point -   

Mr J.R. Quigley:  When my garden in Perth dies, the people of Northam will not pay for a new lawn for me. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Whatever the member is on, I think he should share it with the house.   

One-third of Australia’s exports come from Western Australia.  That is a fantastic figure.  However, where does 
the wealth of Western Australia come from?  Does it come from Dalkeith or the northern suburbs?  About three 
or four per cent of the wealth comes from Perth.  I refer to the argument that I have just run.  Who pays for the 
services that I have referred to?  It is the regional areas and the country people who pay.  It is the people who put 
the hours in at Newman and Beverley who provide all the dollars that are spent -   

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan:  So we are all lazy and unproductive?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Yes; I agree with the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Every constituent 
would agree with that remark.  They say that the minister is just that.   

An amount of $2 billion in export earnings comes from the wheatbelt.  What does the Minister for Planning and 
Infrastructure do?  She whips out the money so that the roads will not exist and the $2 billion in exports will not 
be able to get to the port.  Does she want those exports to get to the port?  No.  She is happy to build a railway 
line to Mandurah, which will cost us one Gorgon project a year.  I unfortunately read in today’s paper that the 
Gorgon project will be delayed by a year or so.  When the Gorgon project gets under way, the company will pay 
$100 million in royalties to the state.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected.   
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Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Of course; it goes to the federal system.  

Mr J.R. Quigley:  Member, may I suggest something?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  No, I have only five minutes left in which to speak.   

The whole process delivers $100 million in royalties a year to the Western Australian government.   

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  Not from Gorgon.  What will happen with the Mandurah railway line?  That system 
will cost the taxpayers in excess of $100 million every year.   

Mr J.N. Hyde:  What has that to do with the bill?   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The money to pay for that will come from the regions.  The regions that want a fire 
brigade cannot get the government to pay for such a service.  They must have a volunteer service.  The regions 
that want a hospital service cannot get one.  The previous Minister for Health told the house with a straight face 
that we should not worry about health services in the regions because the government would fix it!  He said that 
the government was building new hospitals in Bunbury, Albany and Geraldton, which would fix the problems 
with country health services.  That is fantastic!   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order, members!   

Mr P.B. Watson:  You didn’t want a hospital in Albany.  Your candidate said you didn’t want a new hospital.   

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  We can have a quick chat about that outside, because I do not have time to take too 
many interjections.  I have been to that hospital on probably four or five occasions in the past year.  That hospital 
needs to be done up.   

Mr P.B. Watson interjected.   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  I put this to the member for Albany: one of the really great concerns in Albany is 
the mental health wing of that hospital.  It is a disgrace.  The Minister for Health, who has passage of this bill as 
Minister for Electoral Affairs, told the house yesterday that the government had fixed the problems with mental 
health services.  He said that the government had gone through a process.  However, not one, single, solitary 
word was said about any services outside of Perth.  Did the minister mention Albany in the government’s plans 
to fix mental health services?  No, he did not, member for Albany.  For all the great work that the member for 
Albany has supposedly done and all the support that Liberal Party members and I have given to that issue, what 
did Albany get from the announcement by the Minister for Health yesterday?  It got zip.  That is what it will get 
into the future.  What was in yesterday’s announcement for mental health services in my region?  There was zip.  
Nothing out of Perth was mentioned; not a single, solitary thing.   

The former member for Bunbury, Tony Dean, spoke about Bunbury now having a Liberal Party member to 
represent it and what that would mean.  I congratulate the member on his win, although I thought he would win 
by a bit more; nevertheless, it is fantastic.  Was Bunbury mentioned in the mental health announcement 
yesterday?  No.  Promises galore were made prior to the last election to provide mental health services in 
Bunbury.  Nothing has happened.  That is a direct consequence of the disdain and hatred of members on the 
other side of the house for country people.  That is the process.  The government is creating an electoral system 
in which seats will be moved from the regions to Perth.  The Labor Party hopes to be able to control some of the 
large regional towns, which will put it in a position to win elections without any contribution from regional 
Western Australia.  The government did not put any money into the regions over the past four years.   

Dr G.I. Gallop:  Come on!  What a stupid remark! 

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  It put 2s 6d into Geraldton and that was it.   

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER:  Order!   

Mr M.W. TRENORDEN:  The Minister for Health has thrown away the Reid report; it has gone into the bin.  
The regions have been left with the Health Administrative Review Committee report, which states that country 
health services should be centralised.  The people of Northam are expected to go to Geraldton Regional Hospital 
for services.  That is what the HARC report is about.  The government is deliberately doing that.  The Minister 
for State Development has been very quiet, so I should not pick on him.  However, under his former role as 
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Minister for Education and Training, his committee told my region that the Avon catchment area was a 
catchment for the city.  The committee said that the kids of the 70 000 people who live in Avon should go to the 
city for their education.  That is what the government thinks of our children.  That was the position of the 
minister in his former role.   

This is a very dark day for the country and the regions.  The divide in Western Australia will grow enormously.  
There is a big move in the metropolitan area in favour of the regions.  I know that, because I have a lot of friends 
in Perth.   

Question to be Put 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta - Leader of the House) [11.09 am]: I move -  

That the question be now put.   

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 

Ayes (29) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  

Noes (24) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus passed. 

Third Reading Resumed 

The SPEAKER:  The question is that the bill be now read a third time.  To ensure it is clear that the bill is 
passed at this stage with an absolute majority, I will divide the house. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result - 
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Ayes (29) 

Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.N. Hyde Mr A.D. McRae Mrs M.H. Roberts 
Mr A.J. Carpenter Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr N.R. Marlborough Mr T.G. Stephens 
Mr J.B. D’Orazio Mr R.C. Kucera Mrs C.A. Martin Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr J.M. Edwards Mr F.M. Logan Mr A.P. O’Gorman Mr M.P. Whitely 
Dr G.I. Gallop Ms A.J. MacTiernan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr D.A. Templeman 
(Teller) 
Mrs D.J. Guise Mr J.A. McGinty Ms M.M. Quirk  
Mr S.R. Hill Mr M. McGowan Ms J.A. Radisich  
Mrs J. Hughes Ms S.M. McHale Mr E.S. Ripper  

Noes (24) 

Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr J.E. McGrath Dr S.C. Thomas 
Mr D.F. Barron-Sullivan Mr J.H.D. Day Mr P.D. Omodei Mr M.W. Trenorden 
Mr M.J. Birney Mr B.J. Grylls Mr D.T. Redman Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr A.J. Simpson Ms S.E. Walker 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Ms K. Hodson-Thomas Mr G. Snook Mr G.A. Woodhams 
Dr E. Constable Mr R.F. Johnson Mr T.R. Sprigg Dr G.G. Jacobs (Teller) 

            

Independent Pair 

Dr J.M. Woollard 

Question thus passed with an absolute majority. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
 


